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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IV 

345 COURTLAND STREET. N.E 

ATLANTA. GEORGiA 30365 

QWD-FFB 

Mr. R. D. Nelson 
Natural Resources 

and Environmental Affairs Officer 
Marine Corps Air Station 
Cherry Point, North Carolina 28533-5001 

RE: MCAS Cherry Point 
Draft Final RF1 Report 
North Carolina 

Dear Mr. Nelson: . 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received and 
reviewed the draft final RCRA Facilitiy Investigation Report 
and has the enclosed comments. Please provide the Agency with 
a response to the enclosed comments no later than thirty (30) 
days from receipt of this letter. 

If you have any questions, please call Ms. Michelle M. Glenn, 
of my staff, at (404) 347-3016. 

Sincerely, 

Jon D. Johnston, Chief 
Federal Facilities Branch 
Waste Management Division 

cc: &ry McSmith, LANTDIV 
Peter Burger, NCDEBNR 

-. ._ 

Prrnfed on Recycled Paper 
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5. 

Specific comxP:r!i:s are listed ofi the following pages in the 0rde-r of 
thei.r occurrence in the Navy's response to comments, dated Kay 12, 
199.7. Each com!fle:nt refers to ths section number, page numl%r or 
figure as those references appeared in the May 12, 1993, response 
to comments. Where appropriate, citat..jons to page numbers in the 
Final RFI Report are provided if different from the page numbers in 
the Draf.t RF1 Repor'c. 

1. Iw~.p'L-~~ e_.A 
The response states "T1li.s is guidance from the Risk I*lanagem?;-Lt. 
division, and is n0.t. avzila?tile in writing. (1 Is it not.. 



vocs 80 % 
svocs 50 % 
Inorgxtics 20 % 

4 * ResporJyc.-tO_.. &~P-~-~C.~~:;~:;;X:. No. 2.~o~:.&~~.-.D~r,ft; Fina.l_.RF:X,.~~~~cl,rt.r --__ .- 
&>~e; ?--3O t.h~ou~:~:-~ 2--33 ,-., - ..- __a . ..-- .-_ -- %&.I?.. &-7,--~~~~.ion 2 . 6 . 2-?,,3 : 
The rc;:sponse fail s to address the issue of applying the UEX 
Model to evalua-;o child expo:.tire to lead. Unless cleal 
justification can be provided, the future residential land-use 
scenario sli*2uld be considered likely and be included in the 
risk assessment. 

EPA Rezinn IV guidance should be followed in deriving denrzl 
toxicity values (i.e., re.ference doses or slow factors) used 
to quantify risk from der-mal exposure. 

5. No. EPA Cozment 28 on the Draft RFI Report, Table 2-7, Paqe= Le. 
2-32: 2-30 .and 

EPA rquested use of specific toxicological values for vcxious 
chemicals and compounds. The Navy response was to outline. a 
hierarchy of referc:Lcec th;lt would be consulted to deLe.1 Lrie 
the values; hoWe...e:Z, the vlrlues reqtic;...L -=.'ed J’.n the EPA cort~ne~~t 
have not been incorporated into tire Final RF1 Report. 
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11. 
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Ftespanae to EPA Comment I\!r.) ---- _ .-- -.-..,_ -~_- I _ .__. X-q.c-$.he Draft Fin31 RF1 Repoy- -. -_____ -_ _.. 
Pace 2-41 Section 2-.3,3 .?VzL-.Sqj.L: --a... -__-._. ..__ L---- ..--- 
The rE?GpcijTrse to EPA Continent No. 35 is unclear. Rati.onale 
should L-je provided for using the FI term and justification 
should be presented for the assumption that mowing or site 
inspectiofls would result in less than 50% of an adult daily 
soil ingestion. 

EPA. Comma:?:: No _I_.-.-_- -. -_-- . 39_-o~!-~~f-?~r)-~il_ft-. RFl- Repori;, Section 2.6 .-X-,-2_, 
Paq?h.-?ez52 I -__ QW~-F~<:~3-~-~$~) : 
The EPA C OXKtC:~! 11 t requec;tec! justif ication for a fraction 
ingest-e-1 (FI) value of less than 1. The Navy responsa stated 
that appr,oljriate revisions would be made; however, the Final 
RF1 Rcit<:Lt contains art FI va! UF) of 0.5 and pscz~r-1Ls no 



17. gs~rtse I---+ EPA CZ.@)?;lnt ~+~o_-4~9 _----- ---.-:;.A. 
The EPA CC~~~~-~~~?II~ is addrzsing the groundwater sampling issues. 
Hov;;;-c '3, -iz, the response refers the commenter to Response 47 
which d.? scUSFeS soil and sediment concerns but not 
ground~~ater. 

18. Res1>ony,e,..to EPA C_o_mn?ent. No. 49 on the Draft Final&li-Re;:zr& --- _p.I_______p_ -._~ 
Pace 4- J-: 
EPA's Specific Comment No. 49 requests that investigations 
analyzed groundb;ltar samples for all priori.ty pollutants. The 
EPA requested that the analyte list from the previous 
investigatioris be compared to the TCL/TAL list and tht;t 
analy'ies on the TCL/TAL list not previously evaluated should 
be analyzed for. This was not addressed. 
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22. R~F$~','.T!.~:;c: to EPA Cnntrx-: ., t. N.-r 

F&62.. 5-: I : 
-_ .._-_... .___ __. '2 __- _ c ! S-5 _ on .Lk. Peso:- Es&l- ECLB~r_~rL c 

EPA ’ s Spmi f.i.c Conuwnt NC', . 5’1 ststes that the F?.rl Repo i-. 
a8su;iBs>:? groun;;xzter f i0w5 to tlte northeast towards Han<.<.1 I.?-. 
Cree?. , but i.t is not poss.i.t)l~! to ve;-Li'y the gro:xndw:tcr fI.ov 
direction in the absexe of a tclpogra~~hic map. Also, the EPA 
sta~tes that based on the Figure 5-1, it is likely that 
gro11 nc:?"/:, i.t.*r flows radial.ly, spanning from northd?st to 
northeast. If this is the case, then the location of 
molLtori.ng well 3GF;"31 may no.t adequately monitor releases to 
groun.dwzt.er . The USMC! was partially responsive by stating 
that topography will be added to Figure 5-1. Howo~~e~, 
stating that. "no further investigation is planned at this 
t inw? " is not responsive to the EPA's concern that additi.onaJ. 
rrl~xlitoring wells may be requi.rcd to adequately monitor 
COiltainniSfit releases to grnui.l&;ater. 

23. Rcsr)_rms~! to EPA Co~xc?t-L.t No. 56 - _ z. .--?-.--.----.--. ._ _^ .-._ . .._. -. _ - 
How will this highly resti; cted az'oa hinde, the quaIi.ty of the 
site analysi.s? 



27. 

28. EPA CQ.F+~~?~J-_NO . 6 5 on .~~~e-nr~~:..~t-RF7-K.~?~-~~ I -T,J%blL. 6-J : 
The EPA conuxnt pointed out that the detection limit fo:f- Icad . In gro&n: ,g:kte:: is 15 micrograms per liter (uy/l), with which 
the Navy agreed; however, th? indi.cated leaci det.ection limit 
in the Final RF1 Rttport is 30 ug/l.' 

29 l 
EPA c!omT~~~nt No 
I---._- ._.I.. - --.-. -dSs~. the .Dr~i-L~--R~LRepor L ' --.--4-_S_eG~:~&~2-~!1. 
gacre 6-18 (Now 6-221: 
The EPA conuiznt suggested adding lead to the surface water 
environmental assessmeat, with which the Navy agreed; however, 
the Final RF1 Report does not include lead. 

30. Response $0 EPA Comment No 67 -_--__ . 2 .._. ._._ 
The respcilsse states ths! j. additional srimpling will be cond:lcteci 
at a later date. At wh& point in the future is this expected 
to be dons? 



3 3 . & :.;-!<,ncc: ~~-~I"~~o~&t~t~~~: .d.-... _ -&LL-.l *' on t'rre-.D&+ .c i.-F..ir,F:.!. .RFJ- -R.c*.)rlr; I 
Pa>tz 7.. 10: 

.'. 
_-.. -. 

EPA'S S~,+!cj-fj.c: Cnn!m~:~k Iacl . 75 st,a.tps th-: Chl.oro.fc~~m c]<:?:.p<-', +T:,,: 
in EUrf~~~:e? water S &iizJle 7%01 may noL be a lab:~~ c I.c)Y y 
c 0 n s- 9 nt L x-1 a 7-l t since it was deLected during two d? :fie.; ~a:‘~:. 
snx~lpl-ing periods. The US%5C stabs that (1 or-,c-" .Y t11LI' 
g.round~~ater/surfa-e WC . t:.r interaction is def.i I!~:c?, a;; 
eXEJh~3tiO!.I f0.C the pl:eb 'act? of ch.1orofo.r-m rn: A’ Gs CJ~VIOIIL” 

The U-sV.: f :;‘I that "additional field work will be ne,:ded. " a Y- 
to exp1a; n the gl-oun~i*-ate.~/surface water interaciioii and does 
not spt,ii.fy the field work required. 

34. Resp:2 5 L . ?-_ ._ _ ._-__ ___- - __- --2 ̂  _ _ .__ _ to EPA Commen'c No 80 on tll~-_DT.~i_f:~_Fjll~l~_,P?~~~-~.~~~O- i I 
P&l>3 8. 13; -_..- . ._ -- 
Tl‘t: justification presented in the response for ni,i ir~c:l~?c?,i~-::;: 
an ecological. risk ass<:s:;ment for Ur1.it 12 sl CJU:.d t;j 
incoqj-irated into the Finit3. RI'1 report I 

35. ~~,~-Co~wcmt No 8 1 op .~l~-D-~hf:.t_R~~-~~p~-~t-,?,ar~~~~~;~- 1.~3 ,.-.Pcy:+< .---- _- - L-- --.. 
u: 
The EPA comment requested that the location of the Na,,sl 
Aviation Depot (NADEP) with respect to Unit 15 anti tZt? 
drai.nsg+> ditch be clarified and that an explanation he 
prCW.Lde.-! for how NADiCP waste; retched the ditch. y'hs 1~m.y 
rebi)onse stated thcit the ditch has been previously 
misiden:.i fied and is in a different location than orig*rrlaily 
though-L. The Navy response further stated that Unit 15 should 
be invest igated in conjunction with Uni-i 16. The Pinal RFI 
Report restates this position and recommends no furLhe!- action 
for SchcKJlhouse Branc?l , presenting a confusing picture of the 
makeup of Unit 15. This is a major reorientation of the study 
of this unit from the Draft RF1 Report. The rationale 
provided for the no furLher action recommendation for 
Schooll!ouse Branch is insufficient, partic:nlarly in li.ght Gf 
the confusing presentation of the supposed new locatiort of the 
d.ra inage ditch. The ration;Jle for studying Unit; 15 in 
coT!j unciion with Unit 16 is inadequat.~ and does not 
sufficieI!t;1y explain whir, if the study of Unit 15 is to be 
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___ .J -.___ L-iL_(Sv~LL.85J Paoe 18 : 

The EPA comment suqyested that follow-up soil sa_l?!ples be 
ane!.yzsd for the target analyte Ii-st. Th& Navy respc;rise did 
not address this request. The Final RF1 Report recom?tendb; 
additioixl sampling and analysis, but does not specify the 
nature of the analysis. 

47. EPA CorrLmrint Nos 140 and 145 on the Draft RF1 RepQrt, SF~.~Q&~ _ -A- .-_ -_- . _-____- ---_ ___.. 
20 1 and 20 2 Paqe 20-l: --'- ._--_ --&A- -_-. 
The EPA comment referred to confusion in understanding t}!r 
location and relationship of units 10, 21 and 45. The Na\ry 
stated that information cJ.a.J-ifying this relationship would be 
placed in the Final RF1 ReporL. The response also stated the 
Navy's belief that no furl.hc?r action is required for unit 45. 
Addj.tional language bar, L&n acid@5 to the Final RFI &port at: 



49. EPA Corn%+;~.;-~Goo- __ -_---_ - . . 14.?--~3 the Draft R~.I-7_,Reppr-~-,._-~e~ti.~~~-_?0.,?..2, 
p_agc _?_~_1___.~.~~~-.2~~~.I: -------------.-.-- 
The EPA covml;;\;~t stated that alt.?lough seet.j.on 20. 1 st.&cS t:-L:;t 
the sl~lrSc+ conta;ne6 mercurjTir( mert:u~-y was not incl udxl or- Lisi; 
2 for arlaly-sis. The Navy response stat-cd that a br-oader co; Is 
inves !Li;i.gat inn would IX carried out; however, the Final. R:.'i 
Report contains no indication of soil samplintz anal-ysis fo?: 
mercury. 

50. EPA. ConuL.L:li-- NC?, _.._ -...A -...._._____ 153 on the Draft RFI Re?ori. _____ ___ ___ _.._-_._. _ JL .___ ,. Ss',L?rr ?!:J c-2 1. 
Paoc 2 1 -1 Ch~?~L.-2j-y-4J : _-.- -.-. ----. -_ 
Th.e EPA coi~:~ti~ni suggesLed collection of surfac:e water a1.t;:: 
se;: I merit sample.? from the stream adjacent to Unit 4SE. Tlk? 
Navy response i incorporating the respiJllse to EPA COHVM:A:~ Ko. 
151 i was that the leacl~fie? ds were regu? ated by KPDE:S F'eZl<l;ti;, 
and surface b7ater and s:::dirnent samples wcrit not reyui.~t~~.:!, TlJ" 
Fir-);!I. RF1 Report dots not provide for scrfae#L WB~VL or 
sed..;.ment sampl. 1rls. 

5 1 - EEL C~~!~lftn.*Mo,~-_-___.__~.___~ 1.55 on the Draft RYI Re~o~rtt, Sect.i.nn 21.3-d., 
pa9e- 2.k.4 : 
The EPA comment requested clarification of the proximity of 
surf me waIx:r bodies, particularly to Unit 49B. The Na.1~ 
response stated that the infomation would be provided. The 
Final RF'1 Report says Hancock Creek is located 0.2 mile easl 
Of thr leachfields without differentiating whether the 
distance is to Unit 49A or 49E. 

52. Response-toEPA Comment No 160 on the Praft Final RF1 Report, -.A _-__ - ----.--d.--.'--. .--.- _---.-e-e 
SfecAion 22.0: 
EPA's Specific Comment No. 160 asks for additional soil 
SCIIIIE’~~S analyzed for TCII/T.liTJ parameters. The rtisptin: 
restates the previous "No Further Action" recommendation, arl;l 
indicates that informat.ion as a\J&il able 011 the soil 
remediation at the PCB Trarl5Zormr:; Spill Area will be 
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